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Before:    T.G. NELSON, WARDLAW, and TALLMAN, Circuit Judges. 

             Guoxian Wang, a native of China and citizen of Honduras, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) affirmance of an

Immigration Judge’s (“IJ”) denial of his applications for asylum, withholding of
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removal, and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”), and the denial

of his request for a continuance.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We

review due process claims de novo, Perez-Lastor v. INS, 208 F.3d 773, 777 (9th

Cir. 2000), and we dismiss in part and deny in part the petition for review.   

Petitioner contends in his brief to this court that the IJ erred by denying his

asylum, withholding of removal, and CAT claims.  Because petitioner failed to

raise any of these claims before the BIA, we lack jurisdiction to consider the

contentions.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004) (stating

this court lacks jurisdiction to consider issues not exhausted before the agency).  

Petitioner also contends that the IJ abused his discretion and violated

petitioner’s due process rights by denying petitioner’s request for a continuance

prior to the hearing.  Because petitioner had requested and received five

continuances prior to this request, and had ample time to prepare his case,

petitioner fails to show that the IJ abused his discretion in denying the last

continuance request.  See Gonzalez v. INS, 82 F.3d 903, 908 (9th Cir. 1996)

(holding that it was not an abuse of discretion to deny a motion for continuance

where multiple continuances had already been granted).  
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Petitioner also fails to establish a due process violation because he fails to

show prejudice.  See Cano-Merida v. INS, 311 F.3d 960, 965 (9th Cir. 2002).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED IN PART AND DENIED IN

PART.   


